In 1993 The Parliament of the World's Religions produced a declaration known as A Global Ethic which set outfundamental points of agreement on moral issues between the religions of the world. However, the declaration did not deal explicitly with medical ethics. This article examines Buddhist and Christian perspectives on euthanasia andfinds that in spite of their cultural and theological differences both oppose it for broadly similar reasons. Both traditions reject consequentialist patterns ofjustification and espouse a 'sanctity oflife'position which precludes the intentional destruction of human life by act or omission.
Introduction
The religions of the world are becoming increasingly aware that what unites them in ethics is greater than what divides them in theology. An interesting counterpoint to the disintegration of moral consensus in the postmodern world can be seen in the impetus towards dialogue and mutual understanding on the part of traditions which for much of their history have been antagonistic. As they search their ancient teachings for solutions to contemporary dilemmas, Christians, Muslims and Jews are becoming increasingly aware of the common ground they share. The consensus which is emerging in key areas suggests that scepticism regarding moral objectivity may be misplaced.
The moral consensus among religions was given expression in a codified form by the Parliament of the World's Religions which met in Chicago in late 1993 . The parliament produced a declaration which reveals an impressive degree of accord. The declaration states: 'We affirm that a common set of core values is found in the teachings of the religions, and that these form the basis of a global ethic' (1) . In its affirmation that there is 'an irrevocable, unconditional norm for all areas of life, for families and communities, for races, nations and religions' (1) Key words Death and dying; religious ethics. it characterises these core values as objective and universal moral truths. Adding further weight to the suggestion that a consensus on ethical fundamentals exists among the major religious traditions are the views of the eastern religions, whose voice has been little heard to date. Perhaps the most influential of these is Buddhism, a religion whose adherents in Asia number roughly 500 million and which is rapidly making inroads in the West. Arnold Toynbee has described the encounter between Buddhism and Christianity as 'one of the greatest collisions of the 21st Century,' (2) and although it is too soon to predict the outcome of this encounter it is undeniable that it will be of significance. The circumstances leading to the promulgation of this precept have a direct bearing on euthanasia. The Buddha included it in the monastic code on discovering that a number of monks had either killed themselves or asked others to kill them after developing disgust for their bodies, an attitude not unknown in ascetic traditions. Some monks committed suicide, some killed one another, and others invoked the aid of an assistant from outside the order who killed them with a knife. When the Buddha found out he immediately took action to prevent any recurrence by introducing a precept forbidding the destruction of human life. The precept expressly forbids both killing a human being and seeking assistance in dying (literally 'looking for a knifewielder') (9).
The promulgation of the precept in these circumstances suggests that voluntary euthanasia (that is, euthanasia at the individual's request) is immoral from a Buddhist perspective. The fact that the monks were autonomous agents seems to have had no bearing on the matter, which implies that the principle of the sanctity of life cannot be overridden by an Christian ethics Given the number of Christian denominations, and their more or less varying traditions, it is hardly surprising that not all Christians agree on all ethical issues. The major Christian tradition, Catholicism, subscribes to an ethics based on natural law, whereas the Lutheran churches do not. Nevertheless, both traditions would join in rejecting a consequentialist ethic, one which holds that the morality of an action turns solely on its consequences, an ethic advanced by a number of prominent contemporary bioethicists.
The Christian tradition rejects such bioethicists in favour of St Paul, who taught that certain conduct is intrinsically wrong and should be avoided regardless of any good consequences that might flow from it. In short, a good end does not justify a bad means: evil may not be done that good may come of it (14). Christian ethics holds that, while consequences may well be relevant in assessing the morality of an act or omission, the morality of an act or omission is not determined by its consequences. So whereas the Christian rules out, say, torturing children as intrinsically wrong, the consequentialist does not. This is not the place to critique consequentialism; its incoherency has been exposed elsewhere (15). Our purpose here is simply to note the consensus among Christians and Buddhists in rejecting the consequentialist ethical approach which typically underlies the case for the legalisation of euthanasia. It would be a grave error to perceive the Christian opposition to euthanasia as a rejection of the problems of the terminally ill. The submission notes that the hospice movement grew out of the concerns of Christians that people should be helped to die with dignity and it urges that the lessons learned in hospices should be applied throughout the health service to all dying people (23). It concludes that it is killing, rather than caring, which denies the dignity of the dying.
Conclusion
Five main conclusions may be drawn about euthanasia in Buddhism and Christianity. First, despite the widely different cultural background and theological presuppositions informing both religious traditions, there is a striking similarity in their opposition to the intentional killing of patients. Secondly, this opposition is not coincidental but derives from their shared rejection of consequentialist reasoning in favour of an ethical approach grounded in a respect for human life as a basic as opposed to an instrumental good. Thirdly, notwithstanding this shared absolute opposition to euthanasia, both religions teach that life is not an absolute value to be preserved at all costs and both emphasise the transistory nature of earthly existence. Fourthly, the remarkable consensus between these major but disparate religious traditions calls into question prevalent assumptions about the impossibility of moral consensus in the modern world. Finally, the common conclusions identified by this investigation of the issue of euthanasia lends support to the conviction articulated in the declaration of the Parliament of the World's Religions that a common set of core values may be found in the teachings of the world religions. 
